First there is a discussion of the literature on labour and politics. A particular point is made of the way the literature focuses either on ideology or social forces as the basis for labour politics. Second there is a sketch of the penodization of labour politics, concentrating first on "labour-in-politics," in particular the class alliances of the formative years up to the first labour or labour-influenced governments in the 1910s and early 1920s, and the gradual shift to "politics-in-labour," that is the political struggle inside the working class from the 1920s through to the 1950s.
The literature on labour and politics
The historical literature on the politics of the labour movement, in the broadest sense, is co-extensive with that of labour history as a whole. The creation of a labour movement involves a rearrangement of power relations not only between labour and capital but within the working class itself. This paper concentrates on a selection of studies in which there is an underlying conception of the relationship between labour and politics. In each case, this theme, whether explicit or implicit, is an organizing principle of the work.
One way of cutting the labour and politics cake is to extract those works that concentrate on the study of ideology. The work of Louis Hartz and his followers calls for immediate attention in this respect, not just because it is typical of the philosophical idealism so often found in studies of labour and politics, but because it also provides a framework for the comparative analysis of Canada and Australia. In the Hartzian "fragment theory," the ideological development of "new societies" (those settled by invaders from Europe) is cut short by the process of fragmentation from the mother country. Each new society is only a fragment of the full ideological spectrum of Europe, and without the dynamic provided by that spectrum the new society is frozen "at its point of origin." Thus, according to Hartz, French Canada is a feudal fragment of Europe, English Canada a liberal fragment, and Australia a radical fragment. 8 Immediately, a point of similarity between Canadian and Australian labour politics is apparent: neither, according to the Hartzians, could develop a fully-blown socialist ideology or (since ideas are the stuff of politics for philosophical idealists) a socialist politics. On the other hand, the fragment thesis also predicts dissimilar histories for labour politics in the two countries, with labour in English-speaking Canada succumbing to bourgeois liberalism (exemplified trade unionism (an idea which appealed to "new left" writers, who called it "labourism").
9
It would be wrong to exaggerate the influence of the fragment thesis among labour historians in the two countries. It was, rather, a familiar and parallel mind-set that lubricated their own preoccupation with "exceptionalism": many radical historians in Canada and Australia have seen the development of socialist classconsciousness in the fashion of the European working class as the desired outcome of labour politics, an outcome which their working classes had yet to attain. On the other hand, the historical record undermined the empirical validity of the fragment thesis. In Canada, Gad Horowitz, while working within the Hartzian framework, nonetheless insisted on the ideological diversity of English Canada and hence the legitimacy of Canadian socialism. In Australia, Allan Martin dented the radical tradition by showing the leading role of urban liberals in the middle of the 19th century (when the radical fragment supposedly congealed) and the initiatives of the social liberals in Labor's "golden age" of state and nation-building before World War I.
11
The discovery of liberalism in the labour movement did nothing to weaken the preoccupation with ideology as the main way of organizing the discussion of labour and politics, even on the Left 12 Robin Gollan's Radical and Working Class Politics was influential in this regard. Gollan argued that "the Labor party had become firmly established as a party with a liberal rather than a socialist theory" by 1910. There were many young left-wing historians who built on this conclusion, often without acknowledgment to Gollan. 13 Also there were many right-wing "revision-ists" who, ignoring Gollan's conclusion, argued that their interest in bourgeois ideas was a "counter-revolution" that somehow invalidated the labour history project 14 Narrower in their range were the studies of particular ideologies. For example, Gollan's book on the influence of communism (as both ideology and organized politics), Graham Maddox's chapter on the translation of 19th-century radicaldemocratic ideas into labour socialism, Peter Love's book on Labor populism and Verity Burgmann's book on the early socialists. If such work has taken ideas in the past seriously, it is in part because its authors, writing from a Left perspective, have understood the power of ideas in the present. A similar understanding, though from a conservative perspective, insisted on the irrelevance or undeveloped nature of ideas in the past in order to celebrate Labor's supposedly non-ideological legitimacy in the present: a matter of denying ideology in labour history in an ideological way. A number of Australian works, nominally belonging to the institutional tradition of labour history, have in fact been organized around the idea that labour's ideas are not ideas at all but some kind of natural emanation from a benign society. The standard-bearer for this group of writers was Bede Nairn in his Civilising Capitalism. This was an account of the role of the New South Wales Trades and Labour Council in the formation of the ALP. Nairn assumed that colonial society was pragmatic and that there were "accepted colonial standards." This allowed him to argue that the trade unions and the ALP, in their common indifference to ideas, were the natural outgrowth of colonial society. In one form or another these propositions turned up in several later institutional histories. Thus Dennis Murphy's introduction to the collection Labor in Politics proclaimed the pragmatism of "the lower orders" who were "not educated for the higher adventures in socialism." Instead, the Labor parties naturally inherited 19th century "radical liberalism," turning it into a kind of "workingman's reformism." The official centenary history of the ALP in New South Wales, by Graham Frcudenberg, opened with the statement, "More than any other political party in the world, the Australian Labor Party reflects and represents the character of the nation which produced it ... [it is] the authentic expression of Australianism." This myth of the perfect identification of party with society or nation goes hand in hand not only with crude analyses of labour ideas but with blindness to the complexity of labour's social base. In this connection, another category of writing on labour and politics can be defined by its focus on politics as an expression of social forces. As Bob Connell has pointed out, the 1910s and the 1940s, the "great upswings in class conflict in twentieth-century Australia," each produced outstanding critics, researchers, and analysts of class relations: Vere Gordon Childe in the earlier period and Brian Fitzpatrick in the latter.
17
Guide's How Labour Governs was the culmination of a series of articles in which he considered the relationship between the working class and its organizations. He rejected both the dominant Fabian statism as well as die Leninist conception of a working class unified and led by a class-conscious party. His chief commitment, intellectually and practically, was to democracy. He produced a class analysis of considerable subtlety, allowing not only for "class representation" but for die formative role of the party in the class. Moreover, he drew on a pluralist analysis of society that nonetheless saw the state as a major site of transformative politics.
18
Fitzpatrick's A Short History of the Australian Labour Movement was less sociologically sophisticated but more firmly grounded in political economy. Fitzpatrick too was a democrat, playing a major role in various struggles for civil liberties. It was his instinct for the importance of social struggles that anchored his explanations of labour politics. Thus, he wrote, the formation of the Labor party was not due to doctrine but to the "sharpened ... collective understanding of the working class."
19
Another product of the great upswing of class conflict in the 1940s was Ian Turner. As he did not enter academic life until the 1960s, his most important book, Industrial Labour and Politics was not published until 1965. Covering the same period as Childe's book (the first two decades of the 20th century), Turner argues that between 1910 and 1921 the initiative in the working class passed from the politicians to the industrial unionists, and that this was associated with the growing industrialization of the working class. Although Turner claims that at the base of his explanation is "the response of workers generally to their social and economic situation," the story he tells is of left-wing organization and ideas. 20 23 The internal dynamics of class formation were, however, hypothesized rather than established by systematic and theoretically-based analysis in those pre-feminist, pre-deconstructionist days. Nonetheless, there were some valuable pointers to the history of social forces in labour politics. Stuart Macintyre suggested in 1977 that labourism should be understood as the product of the trade-unionist working class, while socialism was the ideology of the clerical salariat and petit-bourgeoisie. 24 It was not, however, until Desley Deacon's work on the role of the "educated new middle class" in constructing the social welfare state at the end of the 19th century, that the role of the clerical salariat within ALP politics was given any real empirical foundation. 23 Running at a tangent to this interest in the socialism of the clerks, with its Fabian or technocratic assumptions, was the work of Ray Markey. He leaned more to the approach of the Second International radicals who defined socialism as a product of class-conscious workers. Markey distinguished the social-democratic (in the European sense) trade unionists in the urban areas from the populism of the bush unionists and the utopianism of the city intellectuals. This was a position closer to Burgmann's earlier analysis of the working-class character of socialism and its key role in the formation of the ALP.
27
As in other countries, the effect in Australia of feminist interest in cultural theory and post-structuralism was mainly to swing labour history even further away from "labour and politics** questions. The gender order was studied at work and in the home, but rarely in labour's intersection with the state, until Desley Deacon's seminal work.
28 At the same time, studies of language in the labour movement were pointing to a new way to bring politics back into labour history. At first feminist historians handled the idea of labour as a men's movement rather crudely, often relying on selective readings of texts. Lately the work of Marilyn Lake, Judith Allen, and Joy Damousi has become more sophisticated, focusing on gender as process and the role of subjectivity in the creation of political identity. 29 Also showing the influence of "the turn to language" was the renewed study of labour ideas in the 1990s. Frank Bongiomo brought Patrick Joyce's interest in non-class understandings of oppression among male workers to his analysis ot the populist origins of Victorian labour, Terry Irving constructed the genealogy of "labourism** through an historiographical critique of the New Left; and Paul Smyth, Tim Battin, and John Laurent reaffirmed the role of socialist ideas in the 1940s through a critique of populism and labourism.
30
Canadian enthusiasm for the study of labour and politics has always been blunted by an understanding of visibly non-class fractures in national politics. In so far as there exists any Canadian myth of identification of the party with the nation, this surely belongs to the Liberals, whose relationship with labour spurred an interesting (if inconclusive) debate around the issue of "liberal corporatism** Voluntarism in a stricter sense was die defining characteristic of Canadian labourism, largely because of die adamantly anti-partisan stance of die AFL unions in Canada during die Samuel Gompers era (1880s-1920s). Though not theorized as a study in politics, Robert Babcock's Gompers in Canada adopted a usefully "continentalist" approach which put die debates between moderates and radicals within die Canadian labour-political movement into some perspective. They were all cut from die same cloth, as far as Gompers was concerned; above all, AFL-controlled union funds were not to be used for partisan purposes. Thus, die notion of "independent labour" politics in Canada traditionally had two meanings: independence vis-à-vis die old-line parties, and independence vis-à-vis die trade unions and their regional centres of power, a structural not ideological theme diat Heron among others insufficiently explores. Tim Buck, die foremost public spokesman for Canadian communism, well described die buoyant Independent Labour Party (ILP) movement of die World War I era as exacdy that -an exquisite example of die difference between movements and parties which, some theory to die contrary, 46 ences. But it has taken a long time for scholarship to assimilate the insights of contemporaries, whose political world, of course, was not our own.
Canadian labourism, 1880-1920
As has already been suggested, the history of Canadian labourism before the 1920s is one marked by shifting alliances, local particularisms, and ideological diversity. to Australia, all of the elements of this compound boiled down to a significant paradox. The relatively high level of industrial development in Canada, a product of complex (and competitive) proximities to the markets and capital of the United States, tended to marginalize independent politics.
Within the labour community, however, both leaders and led were permanently drawn into the political fray by the Great Upheaval of the 1880s. Examples of the local movements spawned multiply from coast to coast but a good illustration is presented by the "quite independent" labour parties in two neighbouring Eng an organized Labor party would replace the loose amalgam of unionists and radicals that had dominated labour politics in the colonial period. As for early success, it should be remembered that unionists had been resolving in their colonial and inter-colonial peak bodies to seek parliamentary representation since the 1870s.
Indeed, at least in the key colonies of New South Wales and Victoria, the influence of labour in politics begins with the class accommodation between the liberal bourgeoisie and the radical workingmen that underpinned the introduction of parliamentary democracy in the 1850s. It is worth insisting mat this was an accommodation, not the co-option of a passive citizenry. During the 1850s and 1860s parliamentary and electoral politics were never free from the actual or potential pressure of popular mobilizations to extend democracy and unlock the lands. Thus the central role of the state in Australian history should not be allowed to produce a reading of citizenship which excludes the struggle to define popular sovereignty. The ALP did not inherit an "invisible state" of despotic, disciplinary power and legal authority but a tradition of contesting state power, of negotiating, countering and accommodating, of using citizenship to exploit the divisions between pastoral and mercantile capital, ALP success, then, was more than just the latest expression of an underlying liberalism; it had deep roots in a tradition of self-activity among working people.
The ALP was a party of a new type. The new element that it brought to politics was its class character. This was widely recognized at the time by ALP opponents, and it was asserted by ALP leaders. But over the years this clarity of understanding has been lost, some commentators stirring up the mud of diverse subjective identities among party members, other commentators pointing to the confining and class-dissolving channels of trade unionist practice and parliamentary democracy through which the party had to flow. The analysis of labour and politics can ignore neither political subjectivity nor structural settings, but if the ALP is a class party the evidence has to be found in the state, where ultimately class power is constituted. And there is evidence. It can be found in the reason why "the pledge" (by Labor members of parliament to support party policy), although not a ALP invention, caused so much consternation to the ruling class. The formation of Labor as a working-class party did not happen at the same speed and in the same way in every colony. In Victoria, Labor spent the 1890s as the radical wing of the Liberals and did not become a separate party until 1902. In fact, in every colony except New South Wales there were moments when groups of liberal politicians exercised some attraction for the Labor parties. The transition from "lib-lab" politics was partly a matter of Labor learning that if it wanted to become an independent party it had to oppose the Liberals, but it was also the result of the party learning that the more it spoke of itself as a class party with a broad program and the more it organized in working-class electorates the more it was able to elicit a class-wide response.
7 In fact, the party was not just a reflection of the working class but an active agent in the class's formation. 71 It is interesting to see the idea also developing in Childe, who wrote as a participant in the movement in the 1910s. Childe at first held to the Second International's class-representational model, in which the party merely registered and acted for the working class, reflecting in a passive way the class's strengths and weaknesses. But by the end of the decade he was clear that it was the party which was, for better or worse, determining the character of the working class and its politics.
7
In 1910 the ALP formed majority governments in the Commonwealth and New South Wales parliaments. In 1915 this feat was repeated in Queensland. Now the party's claims to be a workers' party were put to the test. Even before World War I, disillusionment with the party among the workers was evident, especially in New South Wales. The switch to public ownership was slow and patchy, and workers in the state enterprises could not exercise any substantial democratic control over their work. Workers were frustrated that ALP governments could not stop real wages from falling and they were bitter when Labor governments opposed workers on strike. There was a series of major strikes, climaxing in the 1917 General Strike in New South Wales, which indicated that workers were ready to pursue their interests through militant non-parliamentary action again. The perception spread in the Thus, although precipitated by die conscription issue, die dramatic 1916 split in die party embodied a more deep-seated revolt against "potiticalism," as Childe called it, die strategy of pursuing power in die parliamentary arena alone. It was not, however, a revolt against politics, nor of "labour-in-politics." The struggle against politicalism was in its most important aspect a struggle by unionists to control die ALP in die interests of parliamentary socialism. Nor should tiiis revolt be understood as coterminous with syndicalist ideas. Certainly syndicalism was present in die Industrial Workers of die World and die De Leonite Socialist Labor Party, and it had a significant regional following in die mining districts of New Soutii Wales and Western Australia. But its strength was without an organized foundation, and die attempt to rectify dus through die One Big Union in die years that followed die split could not reverse die decline of syndicalism. The formation of die Communist Party in 1920 was also indicative of die centrality of die idea dut political mediods were essential for die labour movement 73 Before Stalinism caught up with die party at die end of die 1920s, and despite its small size and doctrinal inconsistencies, it had worked out for itself a pragmatic attitude to die state and regional labour councils and die ALP. Such an approach might have saved die party from sectarianism in die long run and allowed it to make a positive contribution to socialism in die mainstream of die movement This was not to be; but die point to note here is diat neither syndicalism nor communism seriously challenged die ALP as die main site for a politics of labour.
There had been socialists in die Labor party since die 1890s. The struggles and organizing experiences of workers at that time had provided an opening for socialist ideas. drew on socialist ideas about public ownership, co-operation, and equality. Many far-sighted socialists such as Bob Ross and Childe believed that parliamentary socialism, using the ALP, was a viable strategy. Not the only strategy, and one that needed to be harnessed to a newer unionism dedicated to industrial democracy if legislative advances were to be translated into real workers' power, but a possible and viable strategy nonetheless.
This view of socialism and the ALP explains the adoption by the party of its 1921 socialization objective. This was not the work of middle-class intellectuals (as Clause 4 was in Britain), nor, as an objective for the ALP, could it have been the work of syndicalists. It was the work of trade union leaders who believed, despite the arguments of the syndicalists and the communists, that the Labor party could be a vehicle for socialism. It is sometimes said that the argument that socialism was the ideology of the working-class mobilization does not explain why "things went so horribly wrong for the socialists within the Labor parties." 73 We have to be careful however not to turn this valid insight into an a priori argument that the ALP was intrinsically an impediment to the realization of socialism. In historical terms we have to be careful that this insight does not blind us to the possibility that the ALP was a party for socialists and socialism. Historians who criticize "labourism" have to explain why so many practical, trade-union based socialists found the ALP more attractive than the supposed revolutionary alternative offered by either syndicalism or communism.
One The policies of ALP governments, both state and Commonwealth, continued to mediate between die nation and die working class, sometimes mainly integrative, at other times mildly redistributive. In this period, however, die ALP had to deal with a more complex environment as a result of die impact of industrialization on die nation and die working class. Labor's policy discourse in this situation not only had to be more diverse, it had to be more political. The party had to offer leadership to construct a labourist nation and a nationalist working class. Increasingly, too, as a result of its own war-time centralization of policy-making, it had to operate in a more fractious federal system. Four tendencies may be distinguished in Labor's policy discourse. First, the populist strand, which successfully migrated from die countryside to die industrial cities and towns. Labor leaders who berated "die money power" were continuing 94 Welfare for the ALP, however, was closer to the traditions of social liberalism than to the state-centred universalism of European social democracy. According to Castles, Australia's system should be called "the wage-earners' welfare state," because the organized strength of workers in the labour market was die basic lever for redistribution. Full employment was the main policy objective, with social security acting as a safety net The ALP'S model of citizenship was consequently based on a different model of class politics than die contemporaneous programs in Europe. There were inconsistencies, however, in the Australian model. Although benefits were means-tested, the taxation system ensured that those who received also paid. It was, therefore, a welfare state that Labor's conservative opponents could take over and develop along liberal lines with minimum class contention after 1949.
This history of electoral politics and public policy cannot be properly understood outside die context of changes to die political identity constructed by die labour movement. The effect of "politicalism" (parliamentarism) by 1920 was to consolidate a specific political identity for die organized working class, an uneasy mixture of institutionalized class mobilization, via die unions and die party, and passive, individualized support for parliamentary socialism. 95 For workers, dûs identity rested on die ambiguous experience of having to stand aloof from die party to re-direct their collective power into control of die labour market, because of die failures of Labor politicians, at die same time as diey relied on die party as individual voters to defend die system of regulation that legitimated unions and promised diem a better future.
The existence of dus political identity had ramifications for die labour and politics relationship. Aldiough die project of taking "labour into politics" had not been discredited, it seemed to have reached a natural limit. The flow of energy from die working class to die party had become a sluggish delta of factions and power bases. On die other hand, in a period of ruling class reaction die significance of party politics was only enhanced. There was no plausibility in a syndicalist industrialism when die working class was on die defensive. Consequendy, not only 
For the Communists it was clearly a case of taking "politics into labour."
The Communist party in the first decade of its existence was so small that it had to confine itself to permeation of the Labor party, and the effectiveness of this limited strategy was considerably weakened after the ALP decided to exclude Communists in 1924. For a decade the party became little more than a ginger group. Throughout the 1920s, as Frank Farrell has pointed out, most of the revolutionary trade unionists were outside the Communist party. So it is not surprising to find that the changing balance of labour and politics, that communism most clearly expressed, was also felt elsewhere. Indeed, several parts of the labour movement, its advance checked, were reassessing strategies and organization. In 1927, partly as a continuation of the One Big Union movement, the Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU) was set up. It adopted the socialist objective of the ALP and endorsed the shift to industrial unionism. In the early 1930s the ALP was swept by a movement to set up "socialisation units" and the New South Wales branch was ever so briefly (24 hours in fact) committed to a Three Year Plan to achieve socialism.
These elements of ideology, strategy, and organization are as important for an understanding of working-class politics in the 1920s and 1930s as the byzantine factional intrigues that dominate most accounts. Of course it would be stupid to deny that Lang, the Meanwhile die Communist Party of Australia (CPA) was rescued by die depression and die failure of die ALP to remain united in die face of die devastating impact of die depression on die working class. Communist agitation through die Unemployed Workers' Movement and die Militant Minority Movement widened its influence. The attacks on die ALP which were justified by die "Third Period" strategy of die Communist International began to attract ALP socialists and trade union militants, disillusioned by Langism, into die CPA. When die international communist line switched in die mid-1930s to building a popular front against fascism, die party's influence grew among intellectuals as well. By die end of die 1930s die CPA had won control of some of die key unions: die miners, the ironworkers, die waterside workers, and die seamen. In 1940 die New SouUi Wales branch of die ALP was expelled because it was too sympathetic to die Communists. Even die banning of die Communist party by die conservative federal government in 1940 had no effect on the steady recruitment of members and its success in union elections.
By 1944 the CPA was at the peak of its influence. It had 25,000 members, it was a major force in the ACTU, its leaders were secretly consulted by the federal ALP government, it was developing electoral support at the local level in workingclass areas, and it was a growing cultural force. Within a few years, however, despite a wave of working-class militancy for shorter hours and higher wages, it was in decline. The question that is relevant to this discussion is not about the reasons for its rise and fall but about the connection between its Leninist approach to the labour and politics relationship and the character and extent of working-class mobilization. Or to put it another way: did the CPA have a negative impact on the working class, did it split the working class, or did it encourage new sections of the working class to enter the struggle and did it succeed in developing, if even for only a short time, a higher level of socialist consciousness in the working class? The kind of research into the work of the party in the trade unions and local communities has not been as extensive as it needs to be, but a sketch of one possible answer follows.
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Let us take the positive side of this question first. It would seem from its successes in local government and in union elections that the CPA was emerging as an alternative mass party of the working class. While the ALP was caught in its populist obsession with the banks and the bush proletariat, the CPA correctly saw the transition to industrial capitalism as an opportunity to address the working class in a more relevant way in the 1930s and 1940s. It was this coincidence of political economy and Communist doctrine that enabled the communists to campaign around real grievances with conviction and success. The Communists drew on the tradition of militancy and working-class consciousness, extending the revolt against "politicalism" without themselves succumbing -at least in the mainto corruption and sell-out. This enabled them to play a major part during the 1940s and early 1950s in the revival of socialism in popular attitudes, culture, and strategic thinking. Yet there is a negative side too. The CPA's conception of the Left was, in Len Fox's terms, a narrow one, and while there was also a strand of activity that recognized a "broad left," reading the accounts of communist activists leaves little doubt that, in the end, communist sectarianism was the stronger impulse. The shadow of the Movement over the Groups, and their focus on getting the numbers to control ALP branches and unions, may direct our attention away from the fact that the Groups were not without a wider awareness of working-class politics. On Industrial Group tickets in New South Wales, for example, there was printed the socialist objective of the ALP, and old Groupers today remember themselves as legitimate battlers in the class war. There were anti-communist left-wingers as well as Movement operatives in the Groups in the early days. In a sense it might be said that the secret connection with the Movement was important not just for its organizing potential but for its version of working-class politics. The ALP was once again emulating the logic of Communist activity in the working class, and contributing to a kind of working-class identity that was sectarian in a double sense -both political and religious. Thus we must look at labour and politics from two points of view. We must distinguished the various kinds of labour politics that emerge when the working class organizes to enter the public sphere. We have also to identify the change that comes over working-class politics when the stress in the mutual constitution of class and party shifts from the class to the party, from labour to politics. This latter change is not often identified in this way. It is a change in situation, not in particular forms of organization or ideas. Thus the socialist militants of the 1910s were similar in many respects to the communist militants of the 1940s but their impact on the working class was quite different. The fluid and open class identity of the classic period of working-class formation is well known. We need complementary studies of the construction of a sectarian political identity, which resulted from the various strategies of political intervention in the working class followed by the Communists and their opponents in the ALP in the period from 1920 to 1960.
Comparative insights
The most obvious virtue of comparative study is that it forces us to be specific. Thus, before comparison began we knew that the ALP and the CCF-NDP were instances of the historical tendency for labour movements to exploit parliamentary openings in liberal-democratic regimes. Having made the comparison, however, we can identify, and begin to explain, the different political trajectories followed by the two movements, labourist in Australia and populist/socialist in Canada. In fact the process of comparative analysis has forced us to develop a set of concepts to handle the range of phenomena covered by labour and politics. Not only have we moved from the general to the specific but from the empirical to the theoretical. Labourism, populism, socialism: in our paper these are not merely empirical descriptions of policies or ideas, with particular Canadian or Australian inflections, but three cases among a range of theorized forms of labour and politics.
There reminds us that the discussion need not be confined to a pluralist discourse in which governments stand at the apex of a neutral state. This allows the history of alternative left conceptions of politics in the working class to come into focus.
In relation to this second point, there is a more general insight about the significance of party competition within the working class. The absence of a mass labour party in Canada meant, for example, that parties with members active in unions in the 1940s included the Conservative Party, the Liberal Party, the CCF, the Labour-Progressive Party, and fleeting local labour parties. In Australia, where the union-based Labor Party dominates the political landscape, we tend to pass over those periods when Labor, Communist, and Democratic Labor parties fought for control of the union movement, and the importance of union support for the viability of minor (or, in Canada, unofficial) parties of labour.
Shifting die focus to unions, we can also draw from dus comparison an important insight about the union as a vehicle for politics in the local community. We are familiar with the idea of community sources of union strength, both in the period of labour movement formation and in contemporary invocations of social movement unionism. In Canada we also see unionists for whom die union was a more effective political instrument man any party. Canadians, however, do not see die novelty of this; Australians, for their part, rarely look at their unions in this way.
Analytically speaking, what we have here is the union as an agent not only of political action but of political socialization. This insight only comes into focus because we can contrast a country without a history of a mass labour party and state arrangements to institutionalize industrial relations with a country that does.
Our distinction between a working-class labourist party and a populist/socialist party helps to clarify the exactly reversed situations in Canada and Australia in die 1940s and early 1950s on die question of outside interference in die party. In Australia, die Catholic Movement threatened to make die ALP into a non-labourist labour party; in Canada, die New Party movement was widely seen as threatening to make die non-labourist CCF into a labour party. In Australia, it was die Catholic Actionists who were more doctrinaire than die average ALP activist; in Canada, it was die union activists who were moderate, while die CCF activists feared that their doctrinaire socialism would be diluted by die influx of unionists into die party. The contrast here underlines die need to be very careful about characterizing die political effects of union affiliation to parties of die Left Finally, our comparison reminds us that sections of both die leadership and die rank and file of trade unions may be actively opposed to die idea of union involvement in party politics. The Canadian case makes this plain enough, despite die complicating factor of "outside interference" from non-political unionism in the United States. Between the 1920s and the 1950s, the TLC distinguished itself from its major rivals in English Canada, mainly die All-Canadian Congress of Labour/CCL less by adherence to imagined craft principles than by a steady refusal of institutional support for die Labour Group of die CCF in parliament. The TLC
